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The Class

This course examines mass political behavior from a comparative perspective, with a focus on
democratic or democratizing countries. The class follows the seminar format and you are expected
to attend and take ownership of the class. This means that students will be responsible for
directing individual class sessions. It also means that the class requires you to read a sizable
amount of material, think about what you have read, and regularly talk and write about your
understanding of the readings. Finally, the class involves the completion of a research project
during the course of the semester.

Because the field of political behavior is so vast, the readings will necessarily be eclectic. And
because political behavior is a field in which quantitative techniques consistently have been applied
for quite some time, you should be aware of the fact that readings are sometimes difficult to
understand without certain technical skills. However, we will focus on the substance first and the
techniques second. Topics covered in the course include elections and parties, political legitimacy,
collective action and protest behavior, political participation, and citizens and the economy.

Each week the course discusses a subsection of the pertinent scholarly literature, usually focusing
on a major theoretical or empirical controversy. We will also address key methodological issues in
the study of comparative political behavior in the context of the substantive and theoretical works.

The course has two substantive components: First, we will cover the field of comparative political
behavior and mass politics broadly, with a focus on understanding the history of the field as well as
general themes and methodological approaches. Next, we will focus in detail on three substantive
areas of scholarship that are or recently have become particularly prominent in the study of
comparative political behavior and in which you can develop expertise here at Syracuse.



Course Requirements

(1) Each student is expected to complete all required readings each week in order to be able to
contribute to the seminar discussions, which will be based on that week’s readings. Students are
expected to attend class and be prepared to discuss the assigned readings. You also will be
responsible for presenting the week’s readings and leading class discussion for at least one class
session. Because this is a reading and discussion course, and because part of being a professional

political scientist involves the critical understanding of relevant scientific literature, active student
participation is essential.

(2) In four weeks of the semester you also will submit short papers of 4-5 pages in length (double-
spaced, 1 inch margins, Times Roman font, 12 pt., excluding references). Two of these papers must
be written during the first five weeks of the course; that is, by February 14. These papers need not
be based on any additional reading beyond the required reading. Papers are due Monday before
class no later than 1 p.m. by email. Late papers or hardcopies will not be graded.

These papers should be critical discussions of the literature you read for that week. They should not
be a summary of the readings but a critical commentary and a discussion of the issues that arise in
the works. Good papers are the product of original thought and set forth a distinct hypothesis or
interpretation of the relevant issues. They should focus on the central arguments under study and
treat the works” main strengths and weaknesses. The papers may identify a question left
unanswered by one or more of the week’s readings, expand on a theme common to several

readings, evaluate one work in light of another, or reflect on one week’s works in light of another
week’s. Ultimately, the best discussion papers will focus on the chief scholarly disputes, the
methodological problems, the contribution of the work, and the nature of future research in the
area.

It may be useful to keep the following questions in mind as you write these papers:

* What are the central issues at stake in this literature?

= What are the principal arguments of the works under study?

* How does each relate to the debates in the field?

* What are the main theoretical or empirical strengths or weaknesses of these studies?

* How valuable and viable is the theory that each proposes?

= How effectively does it marshal empirical evidence in support of the argument?

* How well have the scholarly disputes been resolved? It not, what further work might still be
done to resolve remaining scholarly disputes?

Prose style matters. Be focused, terse, and selective. Use active voice. Spell-check. Proofread.

The papers will be evaluated according to the effectiveness and insight with which they illuminate
the principal debates and scholarly contributions to them in an independent and critically-minded
way. They cannot and should not cover all the conceivable issues and need not cover all the
assigned readings, though broad coverage is desirable.
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(3) Finally, students are required to write a research paper in the form of a journal article. The best
papers will involve original data analysis and contribute to the current debate in the sub-field of
your choice. Part of the paper requirement involves a formal (conference style) presentation of your
findings to the class. A short research design memo for the paper is due April 6 by 1 p.m.; this
memo is part of your final grade. The final paper is due one week after the last class session. More
detail on the paper requirements will be provided during the course of the semester.

Course Materials

On each topic the readings are designed to include insofar as possible: (1) landmark studies that
stimulated and shaped subsequent research; (2) analytical surveys of the work that has been done
on the topic; (3) studies setting forth different views on major controversial issues concerning the
topic; and (4) recent studies reflecting the current state of work on a topic.

The course reading materials (book chapters and journal articles) are available online via the SU
Bird Library reserve system or via electronic access to academic journals at the library website:
http://libwww.syr.edu. Papers that are not available online via the library system can be found on
my course website (http://faculty.maxwell.syr.edu/cjande01/780.htm) or will be made available in
the department office. Library materials are also available as hardcopy at Bird Library and can be
checked out temporarily at the 1% floor circulation desk.

Grading

Class attendance and contributions to class discussion constitute 20% of the course grade. In
addition, each discussion paper counts for 10% of the final course grade. The final research paper is
worth 40% of your final course grade.

To Get in Touch With Me

Feel free to e-mail me with questions about the course. I am also available to meet with students
outside of class about the issues discussed in the seminar. My office is in 325 Eggers Hall. My
regular office hours this semester are Wednesdays 1-2pm, or by appointment. My office telephone
number is 315-443-3829. My email address is anderson@maxwell.syr.edu.
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Class Schedule

Political Behavior and Mass Politics

Political Attitudes and Public Opinion

Participation and Collective Action

Voting Behavior: Turnout and Vote Choice

Civic Culture and Social Capital

Legitimacy I: Concepts and Explanations

Legitimacy II: New Directions

Citizens and the Economy I: Economic Voting

Spring Break

Citizens and the Economy II: Economic Opinions

Political Behavior and the European Union I: Public Opinion
Political Behavior and the European Union II: Cleavages and Parties
Workshop and Discussion

Presentations

Presentations



January 19  Political Behavior and Mass Politics

Dalton, Russell J. 2000. “Citizen Attitudes and Political Behavior.” Comparative Political Studies 33 (6-
7): 912-940.

Conway, M. Margaret. 1991. “The Study of Political Participation: Past, Present, and Future.” In
William Crotty (ed.), Political Science: Looking to the Future, Vol.3. Evanston, IL: Northwestern
University Press.

Dennis, Jack. 1991. “The Study of Electoral Behavior.” In William Crotty (ed.), Political Science:
Looking to the Future, Vol.3. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press.

Miller, Warren. 1994. “An Organizational History of the Intellectual Origins of the American
National Election Studies.” European Journal of Political Research 25: 247-266.

Scarbrough, Elinor. 2003. “On the Shoulders of Giants: A Tribute to Warren E. Miller.” Electoral
Studies 22 (2): 197-216.



January 26  Political Attitudes and Public Opinion

Attitudes

Converse, Philip. 1964. “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics.” In Ideology and Discontent,
ed. David Apter. New York Free Press, 206-261.

Zaller, John R., and Stanley Feldman. 1992. “A Simple Theory of the Survey Response: Answering
Questions versus Revealing Preferences.” American Journal of Political Science 36: 579-616.

Bartels, Larry M. 1996. “Uninformed Votes: Information Effects in Presidential Elections.”
American Journal of Political Science 40 (1): 194-230.

Preferences

Fuchs, Dieter, and Hans-Dieter Klingemann. 1989. “The Left-Right Schema.” In Continuities in
Political Action, ed. M. Kent Jennings, and Jan W. van Deth. Berlin/New York: de Gruyter: 203-234.

Lipset, Seymour, and Stein Rokkan. 1967. “Party Systems and Voter Alignments,” in Seymour M.
Lipset and Stein Rokkan (eds.), Party Systems and Voter Alignments. New York: Free Press. Pp. 1-64.

Durr, Robert H. 1993. “What Moves Policy Sentiment?” American Political Science Review 87 (1): 158-
170.

Druckman, James N., and Arthur Lupia. 2000. “Preference Formation.” Annual Review of Political
Science 3:1-24.



February 2  Participation and Collective Action

Participation

Norris, Pippa. 2002. “ Democratic Phoenix: Agencies, Repertoires, & Targets of Political Activism.”
Paper prepared for presentation at the annual meeting of the American Political Science
Association, September, Boston, MA.

Brady, Henry, Sidney Verba, and Kay Lehman Schlozman. 1995. “Beyond SES: A Resource Model
of Political Participation.” American Political Science Review 89: 271-94.

Kitschelt, Herbert P. 1986. “Political Opportunity Structures and Political Protest: Anti-Nuclear
Movements in Four Democracies.” British Journal of Political Science 16 (1): 57-85.

Leighley, Jan E. 1991. “Participation as a Stimulus of Political Conceptualization.” Journal of Politics
53:197-211.

Muller, Edward N., and Karl-Dieter Opp. 1986. “Rational Choice and Rebellious Collective Action.”
American Political Science Review 80: 471-80.

Topf, Richard. 1995. “Beyond Electoral Participation.” In Citizens and the State, ed. Hans-Dieter
Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs. New York: Oxford University Press.

Turnout
Franklin, Mark N. 2003. “The Voter Turnout Puzzles.” Analise Social (38) 321-338.

Jackman, Robert. 1987. “Political Institutions and Voter Turnout in Industrial Democracies.”
American Political Science Review 81: 405-424.

Powell, G. Bingham. 1986. “American Voter Turnout in Comparative Perspective.” American
Political Science Review 80 (1): 17-43.

Riker, William, and Peter Ordeshook. 1968. “A Theory of the Calculus of Voting.” American Political
Science Review 62 (1): 25-42.

Topf, Richard. 1995. “Electoral Participation.” In Citizens and the State, ed. Hans-Dieter Klingemann
and Dieter Fuchs. New York: Oxford University Press.



February9  Voting Behavior

Partisanship and the Michigan Model

Campbell, Angus, Philip Converse, Warren Miller, and Donald Stokes. 1950. The American Voter.
New York: Wiley and Sons. Abridged version: Chs.5, 6. Original version: Chs. 6,7.

Blais, André, Elisabeth Gidengil, Richard Nadeau, and Neil Nevitte. 2001. “Measuring Party
Identification: Britain, Canada, and the United States.” Political Behavior 23 (1): 1-22.

Richardson, Bradley. 1991. “European Party Loyalties Revisited.” American Political Science Review
85 (3): 751-775.

Cleavages

Bartolini, Stefano, and Peter Mair. 1990. Identity, Competition, and Electoral Availability. New York
Cambridge University Press. Chs. 1-4.

Dalton, Russell, Scott Flanagan, and Paul Beck (eds.). 1984. Electoral Change in Advanced Industrial
Democracies. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.Chs.2,4.

Lipset, Seymour, and Stein Rokkan. 1967. “Party Systems and Voter Alignments,” in Seymour M.
Lipset and Stein Rokkan (eds.), Party Systems and Voter Alignments. New York: Free Press. Pp. 1-64.

Rohrschneider, Robert. 1993. “New Party versus Old Left Realignments: Environmental Attitudes,
Party Policies, and Partisan Affiliations in Four West European Countries." Journal of Politics 55 (3):
682-701.

Spatial Analyses
Downs, Anthony. 1957. An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Harper. Chapters 3-4, 7-8.

Klingemann, Hans-Dieter. 1995. “Party Positions and Voter Orientations.” In Citizens and the State,
ed. Hans-Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs. New York: Oxford University Press.

MacDonald Stuart Elaine, Ola Listhaug, and George Rabinowitz. 1991. “Issues and Party Support in
Multiparty Systems.” American Political Science Review 85 (4): 1107-1131.

Iversen, Torben. 1994. "The Logics of Electoral Politics: Spatial, Directional, and Mobilizational
Effects." Comparative Political Studies 27 (2): 155-189.

Institutional Effects

Lijphart, Arend. 1990. “The Political Consequences of Electoral Laws, 1945-85.” American Political
Science Review 84 (2): 481-496.

Riker, William. 1982. “The Two Party System and Duverger’s Law: An Essay on the History of
Political Science.” American Political Science Review 76 (4): 753-766.



February 16  Civic Culture and Social Capital

Almond, Gabriel, and Sidney Verba. 1965. The Civic Culture. Boston: Little, Brown. Chapters 1, 5, 13.

Boix, Carles, and Daniel N. Posner. 1998. “Social Capital: Explaining Its Origins and Effects on
Government Performances.” British Journal of Political Science 28 (4): 686-93.

Bowler, Shaun, Todd Donovan, and Robert Hanneman. 2003. “Art for Democracy's Sake? Group
Membership and Political Engagement in Europe.” Journal of Politics 65 (4): 1111-29.

Brehm, John, and Wendy Rahn. 1997. “Individual-Level Evidence for the Causes and Consequences
of Social Capital.” American Journal of Political Science 41 (3): 999-1023.

Gibson, James L. 2001. “Social Networks, Civil Society, and the Prospects for Consolidating Russia’s
Democratic Transition.” American Journal of Political Science 45 (1): 51-68.

Inglehart, Ronald. 1988. “The Renaissance of Political Culture.” American Political Science Review 82
(4): 1203-30.

Knack, Stephen, and Philip Keefer 1997. “Does Social Capital Have an Economic Payoff? A Cross-
Country Investigation.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 112 (4): 1251-1288.

Letki, Natalia. 2003. “Investigating the Roots of Civic Morality: Trust, Civic Community, and
Institutional Performance.” Nuffield College Working Paper in Politics 2003-W19, University of
Oxford.

Letki, Natalia, and Geoffrey Evans. 2005. “Endogenizing Social Trust: Democratisation in East-
Central Europe.” British Journal of Political Science (forthcoming).

Putnam, Robert D. 1993. Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press. Chs. 5-6 (pp. 121-185).

Uslaner, Eric. 2004. “Political Parties and Social Capital, Political Parties or Social Capital.” In
Handbook of Political Parties, ed. R.S. Katz and W.F. Crotty. Sage (forthcoming)

Van Deth, Jan W. 2000. “Interesting but Irrelevant: Social Capital and the Saliency of Politics in
Western Europe.” European Journal of Political Research 37 (2): 115-147.



February 23 Legitimacy I: Concepts and Explanations

Concepts and Operationalizations

Easton, David. 1975. “A Re-Assessment of the Concept of Political Support.” British Journal of
Political Science 5:435-37.

Klingemann, Hans-Dieter. 1999. “Mapping Political Support in the 1990s: A Global Analysis.” In
Critical Citizens: Global Support for Democratic Governance, ed. Pippa Norris. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Weatherford, M. Stephen. 1992. “Measuring Political Legitimacy.” American Political Science Review
86 (1):149-66.

Fuchs, Dieter, Giovanna Guidorossi, and Palle Svensson. 1995. “Support for the Democratic
System.” In Citizens and the State, ed. Hans-Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Listhaug, Ola. 1995. “The Dynamics of Trust in Politicians.” In Citizens and the State, ed. Hans-Dieter
Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs. New York: Oxford University Press.

Listhaug, Ola, and Matti Wiberg. 1995. “Confidence in Political and Private Institutions.” In Citizens
and the State, ed. Hans-Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs. New York: Oxford University Press.

Toka, Gabor. 1995. “Political Support in East-Central Europe.” In Citizens and the State, ed. Hans-
Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs. New York: Oxford University Press.

Miller, Arthur H., Vicki L. Hesli, and William M. Reisinger. 1997. “Conceptions of Democracy
Among Mass and Elite in Post-Soviet Societies.” British Journal of Political Science 27: 157-190.

Explanations

Clarke, Harold D., Nitish Dutt, and Allan Kornberg. 1993. “The Political Economy of Attitudes
Toward Polity and Society in Western European Countries.” Journal of Politics 55: 998-1021.

Miller, Arthur H., and Ola Listhaug. 1990. “Political Parties and Confidence in Government: A
Comparison of Norway, Sweden and the United States.” British Journal of Political Science 29:357-86.

Mishler, William, and Richard Rose. 1997. “Trust, Distrust and Skepticism: Popular Evaluations of
Civil and Political Institutions in Post Communist Societies.” Journal of Politics 59 (2): 418-51.

Finkel, Steven E., Edward N. Muller, and Mitchell A. Seligson. 1989. “Economic Crisis, Incumbent
Performance and Regime Support: A Comparison of Longitudinal Data from West Germany and
Costa Rica.” British Journal of Political Science 19 (July):329-51.
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March 2 Legitimacy II: New Directions

Anderson, Christopher ]., André Blais, Shaun Bowler, Todd Donovan, and Ola Listhaug. 2005.
Losers” Consent: Elections and Democratic Legitimacy. New York: Oxford University Press. Chs. 1- 3, 9-
10.

Anderson, Christopher J., and Christine A. Guillory. 1997. “Political Institutions and Satisfaction
with Democracy: A Cross-National Analysis of Consensus and Majoritarian Systems.” American
Political Science Review 91 (1): 66-81.

Anderson, Christopher J., and Yuliya V. Tverdova. 2003. “Corruption, Political Allegiances, and
Attitudes Toward Government in Contemporary Democracies.” American Journal of Political Science
47 (1): 91-109.

Anderson, Christopher J., and Silvia M. Mendes. 2005. “Learning to Lose: Elections, Experience
With Democracy, and Political Protest Potential.” British Journal of Political Science (forthcoming).

Caldeira, Gregory A., Gibson, James L. 1995. “The Legitimacy of the Court of Justice in the
European Union: Models of Institutional Support.” American Political Science Review 89 (2): 356-376.

Gibson, James L., and Gregory A. Caldeira. 1995. “The Legitimacy of Transnational Legal
Institutions: Compliance, Support, and the European Court of Justice.” American Journal of Political
Science 39 (2): 459 89.

Tyler, Tom.R., Jonathan D. Casper, and Bonnie Fisher. 1989. “Maintaining Allegiance Toward
Political Authorities: The Role of Prior Attitudes and the Use of Fair Procedures.” American Journal
of Political Science 33 (3): 629-652.

Finkel, Steven E. 1987. “The Effects of Participation on Political Efficacy and Political Support.”
Journal of Politics 49: 441-64.
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March 9 Citizens and the Economy I: Economic Voting

Foundations

Fiorina, Morris. 1978. “Economic Retrospective Voting in American National Elections: A Micro-
Analysis.” American Journal of Political Science 22: 426-443.

Kinder, Donald, and D. Roderick Kiewiet. 1981. “Sociotropic Politics: The American Case.” British
Journal of Political Science 11 (2): 129-61.

MacKuen, Michael B., Robert S. Erikson, and James A. Stimson. 1992. “Peasants or Bankers? The
American Electorate and the U.S. Economy.” American Political Science Review 86: 597-611.

Manin, Bernard, Adam Przeworski, and Susan C. Stokes. 1999. “Elections and Representation.” In
Democracy, Accountability, and Representation, ed. Adam Przeworski, Bernard Manin, and Susan C.
Stokes. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Comparative Analyses

Anderson, Christopher J. 2000. “Economic Voting and Political Context: A Comparative
Perspective.” Electoral Studies 19 (2-3): 151-70.

Anderson, Christopher J. 1995. “The Dynamics of Public Support for Coalition Governments.”
Comparative Political Studies 28 (3): 350-383.

Hellwig, Timothy T. 2002. “Interdependence, Government Constraints and Economic Voting”
Journal of Politics 63 (4): 1141-62.

Pacek, Alexander, and Benjamin Radcliff. 1995a. “The Political Economy of Competitive Elections
in the Developing World.” American Journal of Political Science 39 (3): 745-59.

Powell, G. Bingham and Guy Whitten. 1993. “A Cross-National Analysis of Economic Voting:
Taking Account of the Political Context.” American Journal of Political Science 37: 391-414.

Remmer, Karen. 1993. “The Political Economy of Elections in Latin America, 1980-1991.” American
Political Science Review 87: 393-407.

Rudolph, Thomas J. 2003. “Institutional Context and the Assignment of Political Responsibility.”
Journal of Politics 65 (1): 190-215.

Samuels, David. 2004. “Presidentialism and Accountability for the Economy in Comparative
Perspective.” American Political Science Review 98 (3): 425-36.
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March 16 Spring Break ©

March 23 Citizens and the Economy II: Economic Opinions

Economic Opinions

Anderson, Christopher J., and Kathleen M. O’Connor. 2000. “System Change, Learning, and Public
Opinion about the Economy.” British Journal of Political Science 30 (1): 147-72.

Conover, Pamela, Stanley Feldman, and Kathleen Knight. 1987. “The Personal Underpinnings of
Economic Forecasts.” American Journal of Political Science 31: 559-83.

Duch, Raymond M., Harvey D. Palmer, and Christopher J. Anderson. 2000. “Heterogeneity in
Perceptions of National Economic Conditions.” American Journal of Political Science 44 (4): 635-52.

Evans, Geoffrey, and Robert Andersen. 2001. “Endogenizing the Economy : Political Preferences
and Economic Perceptions Across the Electoral Cycle.” University of Oxford, CREST: Centre for
Research into Elections and Social Trends Working Paper No.88, September 2001.

Anderson, Christopher J., Silvia Mendes, and Yuliya V. Tverdova. 2004. “Endogenous Economic
Voting: Evidence from the 1997 British Election.” Electoral Studies 23 (4): 683-708.

Citizens and the Political Economy

Anderson, Christopher ]., and Jonas Pontusson. 2004. “Workers, Worries, and Welfare States: Social
Protection and Employment Insecurity in 15 OECD Countries.” Working paper, Maxwell School,
Syracuse University.

Iversen, Torben and Soskice, David. 2001. “An Asset Theory of Social Policy Preferences.” American
Political Science Review 95 (4): 875-93.
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March 30 Political Behavior and the European Union I: Public Opinion

Anderson, Christopher J. 1998. “When In Doubt, Use Proxies: Attitudes Toward Domestic Politics
and Support for European Integration.” Comparative Political Studies 31 (5): 569-601.

Anderson, Christopher J., and Karl Kaltenthaler. 1996. “The Dynamics of Public Opinion Toward
European Integration, 1973-1993.” European Journal of International Relations 2 (2): 175-99.

Christin Thomas, and Simon Hug. 2002. “Referendums and Citizen Support for European
integration.” Comparative Political Studies 35 (5): 586-617.

Gabel, Matthew J. 1998. “Economic Integration and Mass Politics: Market Liberalization and Public
Attitudes in the European Union.” American Journal of Political Science 42 (3): 936-53.

Gabel, Matthew. 2003. “Public Support for the European Parliament.” Journal of Common Market
Studies 41 (2): 289-308.

Gabel, Matthew, and Harvey D. Palmer. 1995. “Understanding Variation in Public Support for
European Integration.” European Journal of Political Research 27 (1): 3-19.

Gelleny, Ronald D., and Christopher J. Anderson. 2000. “The Economy, Accountability, and
Support for the President of the European Commission.” European Union Politics 1 (2): 173-200.

Hooghe, Liesbet, and Gary Marks. 2004. “Calculation, Community, and Cues: Public Opinion on
European Integration.” Working Paper, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill.

Kaltenthaler, Karl C., Anderson, Christopher ]J. 2001. “Europeans and Their Money: Explaining
Public Support for the Common European Currency.” European Journal of Political Research 40 (2):
139-170.

Karp, Jeffry A., Banducci Susan A., Bowler, Shaun. 2003. “To Know It Is To Love It? Satisfaction
With Democracy in the European Union.” Comparative Political Studies 36 (3): 271-292.

Rohrschneider, Robert. 2002. “The Democracy Deficit and Mass Support for an EU-Wide
Government.” American Journal of Political Science 46 (2): 463-475.

Taggart, Paul. 1998. “A Touchstone of Dissent: Euroscepticism in Contemporary Western European
Party Systems.” European Journal of Political Research 33 (3): 363-388.

Tucker, Joshua A, Pacek, Alexander C., and Berinsky Adam J. 2002. “Transitional Winners and
Losers: Attitudes Toward EU Membership in Post-Communist Countries.” American Journal of
Political Science 46 (3): 557-571.

Tverdova, Yuliya V., and Christopher ]J. Anderson. 2004. “Choosing the West? Referendum Choices
on EU Membership in East-Central Europe.” Electoral Studies 23 (2): 185-208.
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April 6 Political Behavior and the European Union II: Cleavages and Parties

Carrubba CJ. 2001. “The Electoral Connection in European Union Politics.” Journal of Politics 63 (1):
141-158.

van der Eijk, Cees, and Mark N. Franklin. 2004. “Potential For Contestation on National Matters at
National Elections in Europe.” In Gary Marks and Marco R. Steenbergen (eds.), European Integration
and Political Conflict. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Evans, Geoffrey. 1998. “Euroscepticism and Conservative Electoral Support: How an Asset Became
a Liability.” British Journal of Political Science 28 (4): 573-590.

Gabel, Matthew J., and Simon Hix. 2004. “Defining the EU Political Space: An Empirical Study of
The European Elections Manifestos, 1979-1999.” In Gary Marks and Marco R. Steenbergen (eds.),
European Integration and Political Conflict. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Gabel, Matthew J., and Christopher J. Anderson. 2002. “The Structure of Citizen Attitudes and the
European Political Space.” Comparative Political Studies 35 (8): 893 913.

Hix, Simon. 1999. “Dimensions and Alignments in European Union Politics: Cognitive Constraints
and Partisan Responses.” European Journal of Political Research 35 (1): 69-106.

Marks, Gary, Wilson Carol J., and Ray, Leonard. 2002. “National Political Parties and European
Integration.” American Journal of Political Science 46 (3): 585-594.

Marks, Gary, Liesbet Hooghe, Moira Nelson, and Erica Edwards. 2004. “Mapping Party Support for
European Integration in a United Europe: All in the Family?” Working Paper, University of North
Carolina, Chapel Hill.

Ray, Leonard. 2003. “When Parties Matter: The Conditional Influence of Party Positions on Voter
Opinions about European Integration.” Journal of Politics 65 (4): 978-994.
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April 13

Workshop and Discussion

April 20

Presentations

April 27

Presentations
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